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loaded into one of the delay means, the interpolated signal values previously stored in the other delay 



As required by paragraph 1 of the Office Action, submitted herewith is a copy of the 
abstract submitted with the international application £rom which the present application was 
derived. 

Regarding the objections raised in paragraph 2 of the Office Action, it is submitted that 
no amendment is necessaxy. The existing headings are those prescribed by PCT regulations and 
the United States adheres to the Patent Cooperation Treaty. The word "centre" is a variant of the 
word "center" (c£ Merriam Webster's Collegiate Dictionary) so no amendment is necessary. 

For convenience, the specific responses to the objections raised in subparagraphs 3a to 
3m are listed below using the same numbering. Thus: 

a. The reference numerals have been removed, as suggested. 

b. The usage of the word "Apparatus" is according to well-established practice (see 
comments in the Ihtemational Preliminary Examination Report) and the word "An" would be 
superfluous. Accordingly, the suggested change has not been made, 

c. The existing wording of claims 1 and 1 1 has been retained. Earlier in those 
claims, it is stated that the encoder includes ''combining means for combining the interpolated 
subband signals,,.". The later phrase, to which the examiner objected specifies the way in which 
the combining is done. Consequently, it is better to say "... so combines that 

d. The comma has been replaced by a period. 

e. The dependency of claim 1 9 has been corrected, as suggested by examiner, 
f As an alternative to changing the phrase "the decimator" to "a decimatof ' in 

claims 26 and 27, as suggested by the examiner, claims 21, 25, 26 and 27 have been amended to 
make it clearer that the decoder extracts and decimates to provide a plurality of decimated signals 
corresponding to the (interpolated) subband signals. It has also been made clearer that claim 26 
covers the situation where the received signal is decimated before being demultiplexed and claim 
27 cover the situation where the received signal is demultiplexed and then the demultiplexed 
signals decimated. Support for these alternatives can be found on page 17 of the specification as 
originally filed, with the amendment submitted herein. Corresponding amendments have been 
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made to decoding method claims 50 and 55. 

g. The original wording of claims 30 and 40 has been retained for the reasons given 
above ^th respect to claims I and 1 1, 

h. The alternative wording of claim 46 suggested by the examiner has been adopted, 
with minor variations that are self-explanatory, 

i - m. The phrases in claims 5 1 to 55, respectively, have been deleted, as suggested by 
the examiner. 

Regarding paragraph 5 and the rejection of claims 6, 10, 16, 20, 35, 38, 39, 45, 48, 49, 54, 
55, 57, 58 and 74-76 under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, the paragraph beginning at page 17 line 12 of the 
speciiScation, as originaUy filed, makes it clear that it is optional whether the interpolation is 
perfonned before or after multiplexing; the result is the same. Obviously, the same applies to the 
decimation and demultiplexing. Consequently, the claims in question have adequate support in 
the original disclosure. In order to satisfy the requirement for claimed features to be evident in 
the drawings, an extra sentence has been added to the cited paragraph explaining the 
modification with reference to Figure 2, i.e. transposition of boxes 22 and 23 in the encoder and 
31 and 32 in the decoder. If the examiner would prefer to have a new Figure submitted, showing 
the boxes transposed, he is invited to call the undersigned. 

Regarding paragraph 7 and the objection to claims 25, 28 and 29, the lack of a proper 
antecedent has been resolved by amending claim 21 to specify that the signals supplied to the 
synthesis filter are the decimated signals. 

Regarding paragraph 9, the rqection of claims 1, 1 1, 30 and 40 under the judicially 
created doctrine of obviousness-type double-patenting is respectfully traversed. The statement 
that the cited patent by Levan "discloses combining subband signals so that the subband signals 
occupy the same fi-equency band.,.** (emphasis added) is not correct when the teim "subband" is 
construed according to the definition on page 2 of applicant's specification- The paragraph, 
beginning at line 25 y reads as follows: 

The term "subband signals'' sometimes is used to refer to a plurality of 
narrowband signals within a prescribed band of interest, perhaps obtained by a 
corresponding plurality of bandpass fdters. The present invention, however, is 
concerned with subband signals produced by an analysis filter bank, as disclosed 
in an article entitled ^Terfect-ckannel Splitting By Use of Interpolation and 
Decimation Tree Decomposition Techniques'', Proc, Intl Conf Inform. Set Syst.. 
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pp. 443-446, Aug, 1976, by A. Crosier, D, Esteban and C GalaruL Crosier et al 
disclosed an analysis filter bank in the form of a quadrature mirror filter (QMF) 
bank For a more recent discussion ofsubband transforms, which include certain 
wavelet transforms, the reader is directed to an article entitled "Wavelet and 
Subband Transforms: Fundamentals and Communication Applications", Ali N, 
Akansu et al, IEEE Communications Magazine, Vol 35, No. 12, December 1997. 
Both of these articles are incorporated herein by reference. 
Given this definition of the term "subband signals** in the context of the present 

application, it is incorrect to say that Levan "discloses combining subband signals". It is 

submitted, therefore, that there is no obviousness-type double-patenting with respect to claims 1, 

11, 30 and 40 and Yeap *657 in view of Levan. 

It is noted that the examiner indicated that claims 2-5, 7-9, 12-15, 17-19, 21-24, 26, 27, 

3 1-34, 36, 37, 41-44, 46, 47, 50-53, 56 and 59-73 would be allowed if rewritten in independent 

form. It is submitted, however, that, in view of the foregoing amendments and arguments, those 

claims are allowable without being rewriUen. 

In view of the foregoing, it is submitted that all claims of record now are in patentable 

condition and early and favourable reconsideration of the application is respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted. 
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